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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicants arguments filed on October 15, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Claims 1, 3-10, 12-25, and 27-28 are currently pending. 

2. The applicant argues that Setogawa does not disclose that each of the groups of 
pictures includes a video sequence ID separate from the picture ID for the encoded 
pictures (Col 7 Ln 36-46; the prior art of record, Setogawa, clearly explains that video 
sequence layer is made up of a plurality of pictures and that it has a group header). 
Further, the applicant suggest that Setogawa does not teach that the video sequence ID 
is the same for each picture in the same group of pictures (Fig 6B, Group Start Code 
and Fig 9, GOP N-1 ; Col 36-46; the figures and disclosure clearly show that the pictures 
are grouped and have a similar value to indicate which GOPs that each picture belong 
to), and the video sequence ID can be used for determining which pictures belong to the 
same group of pictures (Fig 6B, Group Start Code and Fig 9, GOP N-1 ; Col 36-46; the 
figures and disclosure clearly show that the pictures are grouped and have a similar 
value to indicate which GOPs that each picture belong to). The applicant is also 
directed to the GOP header, video sequence ID, where a closed GOP is defined (Col 10 
Ln 61-67); which clearly shows there is a difference between different GOP IDs and 
also between picture IDs. Therefore, the applicant's arguments were not persuasive to 
approve for an allowance. 

Further for claim 3, the applicant suggest that Setogawa does not disclose 
different video sequence IDs are defined for two or more groups of pictures (Fig 
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6a Sequence layer; Col 7 Ln 40-44; the disclosure shows that there are multiple GOPs 
in a sequence layer and a video sequence ID is provided for GOP layer). Therefore, the 
applicants arguments were not persuasive to approve for an allowance. 

Further for claim 4, the applicant suggest that Setogawa does not disclose that 
the decoding order of pictures is determined according to the video sequence ID (Fig 
6b, GOP Start Code; Col 6 Ln 30-52; the disclosure shows that there is a Start code for 
each GOP and that there is a rearrangement circuit for rearranging the order of the 
image data). Therefore, the applicant's arguments were not persuasive to approve for 
an allowance. 

Further for claim 5, the applicant suggests that Setogawa does not disclose that 
the decoding order of the video sequence ID are transmitted on a transmission layer 
(Col 6 Ln 45-48; the disclosure clearly discloses transmitting the image data from a 
storage medium). Therefore, the applicant's arguments were not persuasive to approve 
for an allowance. 

A detailed description of the newly amended claims follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 



Application/Control Number: Page 4 

10/782,372 

Art Unit: 2621 

2. Claims 1-16 and 20-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Setogawa et al (US 5, 822, 024). 

As per claim 1 , Setogawa et al disclose a method of ordering encoded pictures, the 
method comprising: 

forming encoded pictures in an encoder (Fig 2, Col 4 Ln 66 - Col 5 Ln 8), wherein at 
least one group of pictures is formed (Fig 6a, Col 7 Ln 33 - 48), 

defining a picture ID for each picture of the group of pictures (Fig 6a and 6c, Col 7 
Ln 44-46), 

transmitting said encoded pictures to a decoder (Fig 1, Col 7 Ln 1-5), and 

arranging the encoded pictures in decoder order (Fig 3, 42, Col 6 Ln 31 - 63), 

wherein each of said at least one group of pictures comprises a video sequence ID 
separate from the picture ID for the encoded pictures (Fig 6a, Sequence Header), 

wherein the video sequence ID being the same for each picture of the same 
group of pictures (Fig 6a-6c), and 

wherein the video sequence ID is arranged to be used for determining which 
pictures belong to the same group of pictures (Fig 3, 42 and Fig 6a, Sequence Layer, 
Col 6 Ln 46 - Col 6 Ln 52 and Col 7 Ln 38-40). 

As per claim 3, Setogawa et al disclose the method according to claim 1, wherein 
two or more groups of pictures are formed (Fig 6a), and different video sequence IDs 
are defined for said two or more groups of pictures (Fig 6a Sequence layer; Col 7 Ln 40- 
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44; the disclosure shows that there are multiple GOPs in a sequence layer and a video 
sequence ID is provided for GOP layer). 

As per claim 4, Setogawa et al disclose the method according to claim 3, wherein 
the decoding order of the pictures is determined according to the video sequence ID 
(Fig 3, 42 and Fig 6a, Sequence Layer, Col 6 Ln 46 - Col 6 Ln 52 and Col 7 Ln 38-40). 

As per claim 5, Setogawa et al disclose the method according to claim 3, wherein 
the decoding order of the video sequence IDs are transmitted on a transmission layer 
(Fig 6b, time code, Col 7 Ln 34 - Ln 46), and the picture IDs are transmitted a on video 
layer (Fig 6c, Picture Coding Type, Col 7 Ln 17 - Ln 33). 

Regarding claim 6, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 1 are 
applicable to claim 6. 

As per claim 7, Setogawa et al disclose the method according to claim 6, wherein 
one picture of each group of pictures is an independently decodable picture (Col 7 Ln 
17 - Col 7 Ln 21) for which said video sequence ID is defined, at least one sub- 
sequence is formed of the pictures of the group of pictures, and that each picture of the 
sub-sequence has the same video sequence ID as the independently decodable picture 
of the same group of pictures (Fig 6a-c, GOP Layer). 

Regarding claim 8, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 1 are 
applicable to claim 8. 

Regarding claim 9, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 1 are 
applicable to claim 9. 
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Regarding claim 10, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 1 are 
applicable to claim 10. 

As per claim 12, Setogawa et al disclose a method for ordering encoded pictures 
comprising a first and a second encoded picture, comprising: 

forming at least a first transmission unit is formed on the basis of the first 
encoded picture, 

forming at least a second transmission unit is formed on the basis of the second 
encoded picture, 

wherein a first video sequence ID is defined for said first transmission unit and a 
second sequence ID is defined for said second transmission unit, wherein the first video 
sequence ID is the same as the second video sequence ID when the first and the 
second encoded picture belong to a same group of pictures, and 

wherein a first identifier is defined for said first transmission unit and a second 
identifier is defined for said second transmission unit, the first and second identifiers 
being indicative of the respective decoding order of information included in the first 
transmission unit and information included in the second transmission unit (Fig 6a-c, Col 
6 Ln 22- Col 7 Ln 46). 

As per claim 13, Setogawa et al discloses the method according to claim 12, 
wherein the identifier is defined as an integer number (Fig 6b-c, header is always an 
integer number). 

As per claim 14, Setogawa et al disclose the method according to claim 13, 
wherein a larger integer number with wrap around indicates a later decoding order (Fig 
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6c, Order of Display of Images in GOP; this section of the header provides the order in 
which each pictures is order and further shows a numerical system for ordering the 
picture). 

As per claim 15, Setogawa et al disclose the method according to claim 12, 
wherein said first transmission unit includes a first slice and said second transmission 
unit includes a second slice (Fig 6a-c, slice layers, Col 1 Ln 43-45 and Col 7 Ln 34-Ln 
47) 

Regarding claim 16, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 16. 

Regarding claim 20, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 20. 

Regarding claim 21, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 15 are 
applicable to claim 21. 

Regarding claim 22, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 22. 

Regarding claim 23, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 23. 

Regarding claim 24, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 24. 

Regarding claim 25, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 25. 
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Regarding claim 26, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 26. 

Regarding claim 27, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 27. 

Regarding claim 28, arguments analogous to those presented for claim 12 are 
applicable to claim 28. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Setogawa et al (US 5, 822, 024) in view of Bigham et al (US 5, 677, 905). 

As per claim 17, Setogawa et al discloses the device according to claim 16, 
wherein it is a communication system (Col 1 Ln 63 - Col 2 Ln 2). 
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However, Setogawa et al does not explicitly teach a gateway device. 

In the same field of endeavor, Bigham et al disclose wherein it is a gateway 
device (Col 4 Ln 38-43). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to modify image coding apparatus of Setogawa et al 
with the gateway device of Bigham et al because it will support a wide range of 
signaling protocols to control the disparate functions of al the components necessary to 
set up each session connection through the network. 

As per claim 19, Setogawa et al discloses the device according to claim 16, 
wherein it is a communication system (Col 1 Ln 63 - Col 2 Ln 2). 

However, Setogawa et al does not explicitly teach a streaming server. 

In the same field of endeavor, Bigham et al teaches wherein it is a streaming 
server (Col 9 Ln 10-25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to modify image coding apparatus of Setogawa et al 
with the streaming server of Bigham et al because it will provide the capability of 
transmitting multimedia interactively. 

6. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Setogawa et al (US 5, 822, 024) in view of Watkins (US 2004/0039796). 

As per claim 18, Setogawa et al discloses the device according to claim 16, 
wherein it is a communication device (Col 1 Ln 63 - Col 2 Ln 2). 
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However, Setogawa et al does not explicitly teach a mobile communication 

device. 

In the same field of endeavor, Watkins et al teaches wherein it is a mobile 
communication device ([0018]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to modify image coding apparatus of Setogawa et al 
with the mobile communication device of Watkins because it will provide the capability 
carry and operate the device in different locations. 

Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chikaodili E. Anyikire whose telephone number is (571) 
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270-1445. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday, 7:30 am to 5 
pm, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marsha D. Banks-Harold can be reached on (571) 272 - 7905. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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